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The post-war contraction of American military pbwe r is such a
familiar historical phenomenon that its curtent manifestation should
occasion little surprise. I.n the wake of US'disengagement frorn the war.
in Vietnam, the scaie and overseas deployment of American military

forces have been sharply reduced. Ground combat forces have declined

- well below the pre-Vietnam '‘baseline! level; Congressional pressures -

have intensified to withdraw US troops from Europe despite Administra-
tiop pleas to await the outcome of current force reduction negotiations;
and there are indications that the already depl'etec.l Far East commit-
ment will be further reduced.

So far, these trends have encogntered surprisingly little opposition,
even from those sectors which might have been expected to oppose them
most vigorously., The Administration, for example, has opposed pres-
sures for overseas troop reductions less in terms of their logic than in
terms of their timing. Civilian strategic analysts have also been rela-
tively mute, in sharp contrast to the intense debate which followed the
post-Korean reductions. Even the military has been curiously self-
effacing; precoccupied with post- Vietnam internal problems (and sensitive
to widespread public disenchantment), senior military leaders appear fo
have forsworn debate on fundamental strategic issues in favor of ad hoc_
programmatic reforms, while proposals relegating conventional forces

to functions ranging from the maintenance of trained cadres to domestic
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civil action proliferate virtually unlchalleng‘?ed.

'I‘his remaifkab'le absence of dissenstis on a matter so closely touching
international security would be reassuring but for two problems. The first
is simply that the pressures to reduce Amé rican.c'onventional military forces
have to date far outnumbered reasoned anal¥yses of‘the requirements those
.forces must'continﬁe to satiéfy. As a resu;lt, sométhing of a pai'adox is
o;curring: at thg véry moment when ratifi%ation-'of strétegic ﬁ_’uélear’ parity
increasingly shifts thé burden of dete rrencie and defensé to conventional
forces, the latter are becoming increasingly less capable of bearing it.2

The second cause for discomfort is tl?at the continuing decline of con-
ventional ground forces has thus far been djlmaccompanie'd by a corresponding
Ifeevaluation o‘f the s-trategy goverrﬁhg theil; employment. - With counter-
.insurgency bankrupted by the revulsion ove‘ir‘Vi'et'nam, “and no effective re-
placerhent available to lend aAminima.tlv consjistency to force posture decisions
and tacticalvdoctll'ine, the military -- espec‘ially,t'he Army - march forward
in a welter of confusion abox.J.t‘the fufure se%urify role they are tp pia‘y.

The fa.ct_is thé.t we are bereft of an adequafe lin"lit‘ed war doctrine, one
appropriate to post-Vietnam threat and capability conditions and _éble to pro-
~ vide reasonable guidance for the developmeint, commitment, and employment
of American con_venfional power. Wé face iwhat might bé called a doctrinal
anomaly, in which.profound changgs in the Sécurity environm.e_nt have yet to
be acc,omn.qoda‘ted By a corresponding change in strategy.

It might be argued that the Nixo.n bécirine adequately defines such
strategic shift. It does not. Even in the A:“fsian context to which it was
originally muprbesh Forrbibsse 2007405108 .wampsbsmsshmmoameeﬂbé the
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range of future US cdmmitmentS». In the context of Europe it is even less
defin_itivé. Unlike ‘C‘J.ontainment,: it, postq.lates no threa‘t., é_ffcrs no explana-
tion for the behavior of fhe thr'e,atén'er-, and therefore provides no forecast .
either of the contingencies in which .US forces might be committed or of the
ob}ectives -th'ey rﬁight be expected to achi eve? -As é result, despite the
Doctrine and its aséociated ”S'%rategy of Realistic Deterrence', the Unitedl
States 1n 1973 céntinues to base its limi;ted wa;r.planning on doctrine developed
over a decéde ago.

There is a certain deja vu quality to all this, for a similar situation
occurred in th(_e latter-1950's, when the Eisenhower Administration found itself
caught bétween rising stratégic costs and a budgetary crunch. Then as now,
the Administration con.ceded s%rategic su_periori’cy in favor of "sufficiency';
énd then as now, the problem lay in devising a 1inﬁted war posture consistent
with strategic stalgmaté and budgetary constrainfs. For Eisenhower the

solution lay in the deployment of 'tactical" nuclear weapons, of which the US
5

~enjoyed an ephemeral monopoly. But no such technological ''fix! will resolve

our present problem. The arguments now reemerging for greater reliance

on battlefield nuclear weapons are no more persuasive today thaﬁ twenty
years ago -- indeed, given the strategic balance, fhey are far less credible.
Neither can we hope in the fé:ce of rising manpower costs to replace our
former nuclear superiority with one ba.sed on conventional capabilities.
Given this situation, only one thing is predictable: unless we are

willing once again to undertake a serious reassessment of thc premises of
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our conventional forcé posture decisions, the next few years are likely to
witness a return to that unhappy condition 'ih’ﬁrhiéh strategic doctrine accords
neither with the capabilities we aré willing to ma-intain, nor with the threats
for which we presurhab;l.y rﬁaintain them. At bést, such a situation'Wbuld bé

uncomfortable; at worst, it might be extre@ely dangerous.
I '1
1
The first requii_‘ement for developing new doctrine is a reasonable
estimate of the threat it must oppose. What can we say about that threat in
. the light of recent environmental changes ?!

It is easier to suggest what it is not.; First, it is not one of deliberate

! .
; '

Soviet or Chinese military action against atre.as known to be of vitai interest
to the United States -- Western Europe orjapan, for example.‘ This con-

- clusion is central to any discussion of reviésed limite;i war strategy,. for
existing doctrine é.nd the for;e posturés asj:sociate;i wi?:h it were originaily
develoined -- and continue to be justified —-}- largelsr in term.s of such a

6

‘contingency. But continuing European deténte and recent diplomatic events

: | _ ,
in the Far East make such an estirﬁate inc?reasinf;ly unpe-rs'uasive. How
sensitive this improvement in atmosphere Sis.to the military balance is unclear.
Certainly continued deterrence of c_al.culated Sovief or'Chines.e‘ aggres sion

must remain a fundamental U. S. objective. But we should recognize that

we are deterring what is in any case é\ higﬁly improbya_ble event.

4
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Nor is the current threat primarily one of Soviet— or Chinese-insti-
gated insurgency. _Tﬁat does not imply that insurgencies will nb‘_c occur; on
ﬁhe contrax;y, they are very likely to occur more frequently than heretofore,
particularly in Africa and Latin America. But that they will be deliberately
encouraged by the U.S.S. R. or China is faf‘lews.s clear. While both. Mgscow
and Peking may continue to give moral and p‘tlarha.ps material support to
"wars of national liberation; " the evén_ts of:'jzhe laét fwo years in Southeast
Asia strongly suggest the intention of both nations to limit such commitments,
especially where it appears that .f‘ailure to do, so might seriously jeopardize
detente.7 Were the situation otherwisé, the; Nixon Doctrine would be far
less t;e’nable. As it is, the Doctrine allows us -- indeed, requires us -- to
disco.u.ntilocal insurgency as a threat requiring the commitment of American
ground forces.

In sum, if there is a dominant qliality to the military threat- in the 1970's,
it is the diminished credibility of those ;ontingencies which formerly pro-
vided much of the rationale for US strategy. The growing self-confidence
of the two principal communist powers, the moderation of American fears
of communism-on-the-march, and the recognition by all three nations of

their vulnerability to manipulation by their respective clients combine to in-
duce a new awareness of mutual benefit in avoiding confrgntation where vital
interests are not directly threatened. And of course, It‘his awarcness is
considerably enhanced by the c.ondition of l;lnlimited mutual risk ratified by

SALT I.
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If the contingencies thus discounted were the sole threats to inter-
national stability and US security, the fragmentary quality of current con-

‘ventional force posture decision's would be far less troublesome.  But if
“ _ :

the threat of deliberate great power conflicrt'has diminished, that of
. : 1 ’ .
inadvertent conflict has increased -- inadvertent in the sense that, whatever

its origins, a local conflict might produce ‘é.'superpower confrontation neither

" anticipated nor desired by either. Far from being reduced by the growing
mutuality of great poWer interest, the threet of inadvertent conflict in part
 depends upon it, and is in some measure more dangerous because of it.

Since the threatened confllct is not ant1c1pated, it is not easily avoided; and

since it arises from no intended clash of vital interests, it offers little scope
for the reasoned calculations of cost and risk which»mig‘ht‘ otherwise moder-

ate the danger of overcommitment by one or both antagonists.

Such an inadvertent clash might occujfr in several ways. ‘It might, for

" . ' . I
example, erupt in an area where interests; vital to both powers are geo-
|

- 1
graphically adjacent, but whose stability neither entirely controls. The ob-
- . ‘ ’ .
vious case is Central Europe, where SOvieft sensitivities are acute, and where
increasing East- West detente may paradonfgically produce greater regional

instability. Soviet reaction to any hint of East-European reorientation is

sufficiently familiar to réquire no evidenc:e here. The 1968 invasion of

Czechoslovakia may have delayed such re(%rientation, but it will not be
delayed iridefinitely, and the growing presi‘sure of nationalist, ethnic, and
| . |

regional aspirations will sooner or later again challenge Soviet hegemony.

‘!
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Barring a marked shift in Soviet sccurity perc cptiéns, such a challenge

will pose a va’>lati1$ ;}{olitical problem, to which the UJ. S.S. R. may once
. A A T

: : o, : o C ;
" again feel impelled to respond militarily. It requires no great leap of the

AR A

3

imagination tbv visualize such a con‘flictj.sApi'.lling across tense borders,
whether by accidént or.désig‘vn.‘ A misin‘f;e»’rpriéfétionf‘)'f instr_uc"c‘i.ons‘by a
NATO commander, the violation of a néﬁtrai or Western .bwoi'dt‘ar by an ovex;;-
zealous So;/iet unit, the accidental déstruéfioh of a b.order town by mi"spl_aced_
air or artillgry fire, the retreat of résistaﬁce groups across an armed
frontier -- any such occurrence might be sufficient to initiate a chain re-
action of increasingly dangerous events, comfnifting both'sides to a widéning
engagement neither. ofig:i;iai.iy intended.

Aiternatively, an inadvertent clash might occur in an area where the
intereéts of one of the superpéwérs are amb‘ig'uous, tempti.ﬁg the other into
a mistaken assessment of opportunity. The potential for this sort of conflict
is increased by the propensity of states -- iﬁcldding the U.S. --to avoid
specifying their ''vital' interests until they are threatened. The Korean con-
flict Was inétructive in this regard; both the U.S. and the subsequent Chinese
interventions produced conﬂicts.which weré inadvertent in the sense used
here; Contemporary candidates might be the Middle East and Soutﬁ Asia,
though ti’xe Iikelihéod ofl superpou.rer conflict in those arcas is reduced by
the very recognition of its"danger. A case which would once have appeared
implausible‘but which now seems increasingly possible is the SinofSoViet

problem. Here, as in Central Europe, confronting interests and local
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instabilityAcoincide. Whether outright coniflict is likely to erupt is difficult
P
to forecast; but the potential for it is increased both by the growing Chinese.

. . I . X
; ' centrituea,
nuclear capability, and by the possibility that #‘f)olitical forces in
: . _ o :

China might reemerge after the departure:of the prebsént leadership. Whether
as a result of Soviet reaction to a perceived Chinese threat, or of Chinese

reaction to perceived Soviet interference i3:n China's internal difficu_lties,_ a

1

. : . ' 10 ;

, major clash could easily occur. [

' . : )
Here indeed is a case where U. S. interests are ambiguous. But there

can be little doubt that they would be affecéed by such a conflict. Whether

the United States would physically.int_erveﬁe in such a situation may be
argued; but either by intervention or by s;ﬁllovei‘, a superpower confrontation
‘could.conceivably occur. - 1

Finally, an inadvertent conflict might occur simply as a consequence
of momentary political irrationality or bu;}eaucratic error. The Cuban

.crisis of 1962 may be the classic case; buf oné can visualize equally plausible
| ~ . |
L : | 11
scenarios involving Berlin, Latin America, or South Asia.
| |
Some will object that such contingencies are not very likely. But

. doctrine must assume some threat condition, and at least two factors make
inadvertent conflict a persuasive candidate. The first is the indeterrhinacy

of the current international environment. 'As Kis singer has aptly pointed out,
’ . . 1. , .
: ' o P 12 ‘
it is a system without an agreed concept of international order. In such an
. = ) i

environment, one can expect a fludity of n;;ttional objectives and commitments
o _ . [‘ '

: !
calculated to produce uncertainty and risk“, The Nixon Administration's

¥
|
|
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recent diplomatic-initiatives app‘ear ru.dical only-in contrast with the
stasis of the last two decades. The tran.sfél'mai'.i.onsathey presage r;iay be
still more severe. In an environment so dynamic, it wb_uld be surprising.
if inadvertent confiict-failed. to occur.

The second factor tending to increase thé likelihood of inadvertent
conflict is the preéent evolution of Soviet strategic doctrine. Many obse.}‘_vers
have noted a cg‘frvbi-o;ls symbiosis between US and Soviet strategy, in which
the evolution of the latter Iags_ our own byﬁve to ten years. Only recently,
for example, has thé_ USSR come to accept,the premises of the assured

destruction posture adopted by the US in the mid-1960's (and only after .

\ : , 1
‘persistent US advocacy).-’3 '

In terms of conventional strateg.y, at-any rate, the USSR 11_o§r appears
to be moving through an .evolution very like tﬁe oﬁe which produced the US
doctrine of flexible response. Once firmly wedded to the notion that a war
between nuclear powers would inevitably be nucleé.r, Soviet docé.trine now
increasingly entertains the possibility of local conventional war. At the
same time, as. Soviet interests have becbﬁne moré extended, the requirement
to defend those interests sh;)rt of total risk hasvbecome as apparent to Séviet
decision-make_rsl as to American strateg.ists.. The growing Soviet. n'aval.
strength, the extension of Russian military power into the Midcile East and
South Asia, and the post-Czechoslo?akia irﬁprovelnent in Soviet conventional

ground capabilities all reflect an enhanced appreciation of the need for limited
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, 14 : : -
war capabilities. One nced not fall back on Cold'War rhetoric to suggest

that they also inc‘:reé”se the danger of uninteihded -UvS.-Sovietv conirontation.

' Wﬁat does ‘Seém clear, then, is that %inad've'rtent conflict is at all
events more likely Vthan most conceivable alre&‘natiyes (including those
v‘cdrrently driving US force posture decisioxj;is); that its probability of occur-
r‘e'n'cze will very erly increase in the futurﬂje, detente notwithstanding; and
: that, whatever its likelihood;" its eons'equ’e:rf‘ntces"could easily - |
“be catastrophic. Having no defined obje_ctrsves by which to guide' their
actions, both centenders in such a situatiorxiwould' soon {ind their objectives
def_in"ed for them by actions already under’tfaken. | The effect would be to
produce an escalating c‘onﬂict whose ori'girj‘lal causes were .irrelevant, and
whose ultimate consequences would Be in tjhe interests of neither.‘

: - |

In an environrhent of nuclear parity, conventional forees must seek
- both to deter limited threats and to defeat ‘them should deterrence fail.

But 1nadvertent war is not easily deterred‘ on the contrary, it presumes a

. : P L

‘breakdown of the very rational calculus deterrence is designed to influence.
Nor.would war—fightiﬁg (in the traditional sense of ciecisive 'ground'.action)
be a sultable response --in part because rn areas like Europe much of the
fighting would take place en the soil to be defended but more espec1a11y
because it is d1ff1cu1t to 1mag1ne what would constitute a dec151or1 in a war
neither side wanted in the ﬁ.rs"c place. The problem of establishing limits
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would be compounded by the fact that conflict eruptcd gont rary to the
expectationsvof_a't least one {(and péssibiy 'both) of the cox:xtcndersr. To treat
“such a situation as one Qould é deliberate provocationﬂwould risk initia‘_tin‘g
to no purpose the‘ vefy escallatibﬁ process we should wish to prevent, .
Instead,v a more uscful function for c§hv§ntiona1 forces would be the
control and insulation of such unstable Icqnﬂict con.'ditions., with a view ‘to
the ea‘rlie’st pos,éible reestablishment Qf local order. In this 'casé, unlike
war-fighting, the fuﬁctioﬁ of military actibn would not be to resolve conflict,
but.to end it; and the mission of comnﬁtted fo'rces would not be to achieve
local advantage, but to impose local stalemate. Such.a doctrine would be
grounded in the belief that the best hope for ;‘esolution of a‘.superpower
confrontation lies in the willingness of botﬁ parties to treat the engagement
as an unfortunate but remediable error, whose rapid corfectl*ion at minimal
additional cost is én overriding mutual objectj.ire._ Thé military task, then,

' 15
would be to encourage an inmediate shift to negotiation.

16
Such a conflict control d.octrine would closely resemble the '"pause'
strategy which briefly guided NATO planning in the late 1950'5. Like
""pause'', conflict control visualizes an intermediate stage between deterrence
failure and full-scale commitment, a stage during which local military suc-
cess is explicitly subordinated to the possibility of a return to' diplomacy.
But where '""pause wasﬂintended to contain a massive Soviet attack, requiring

for that purpose either an unattainable forward conventional deployment or

the early use of tactical nuclear weap'ons,,_' conflict control reflects the
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'judgmenfc that a US-Soviet confrontation is ‘likelly to be inadve rtent, hence
. initially local. It therefore neither requirés an unrealistic conventional
capabilitf, nof .(asvwill. be seeﬁ) recommcrﬁds early nuclear use.

What if thi.s assessment is wrong? | éertainly there is always some
risk of deliberate So;fiet a;ggrés sion, and ‘ptruden‘c‘e requi‘res.that the US
and its allies be,ablé to meet 1t Thé n1or% troublesome quesfion is How
to dé so given current resource coﬁstraints. Forces designed to perform
a conflict control mission would certainly Lot suffice to repel a massive
i{lvasioﬁ. But then, neither Woutd presentiy deployed c.onventional forceé,
notwithstanding the arguments of some vopp;onénts of unilateriz_tlrreduction.
On the coﬂtrary, current NATO planning cieér'ly anticipates the inabiiity

of the forward defense to contain a major itta‘ck in the absence of clear

warning and substantial reinforcement - - hence the heavy reliance on
tactical nuclear weapons.

The plain fact is that we cannot have‘i what both we and our allies . ,

would like to have -- a conventional forward defense capable of blocking a i
well-planned Soviet attack at the fron'c:iers.?1 'Such a posture would require

an expenditure of resources far beyond our present willingness to sustain,

and substantially greater than our allies h#ve ever been willing to sustain,

even in periods when the threat of Soviet aggression was considerably more

|
credible. Moreover, it might be unwise to acquir'e such a capability even
if we could sustain it; for any posture adequate to defend forward against the

12 |
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concentrated power of a carefullyun:i rshalled S,Qv:ict attack would also almost
certainly be so large as to pose an-intolerable offensive threat té the USSR.
Negotiations on mutual force reductions would collapse, énd the who}e pain-
fully—aéhieved structure df_'Eu_ropean detente very likely crurﬁble in the face
.of renewed suspiéion énd hostility. 18 |

| Adoption of a conflict ‘con'tri‘ol strategy will not resolve-this dilemma.w
But the po.sture ‘it calls for is no less adequate in that respect than our
current one. Either way, in the eve_nf of major aggreséion, the US would
be forced to chodse among unpalatable,altefnétives -~ disengag.emen‘c,
escalation to the nuclear level, or. mobilizafioﬁ for sustained c-on.ventionali
war. But against a lesser c.hallenge, the ‘pqéthe proposed here would offer
significant ad'vantaées. In Europe, for example, notwithstaﬁding the declare;,-
Atory cor'n‘mitznent to forward defense, NA'I‘Q ’forc-es are deployed in a fashion

19

which virtually prohi‘bits it. A surprise engag‘e.ment of even small magnitude
would almost certainly force NATO into the classic pattern of defense-in-
depth: delay, withdl_fawal, r'einforcemenﬂ count_erattack. At best, the

result would be the loss, howéver tempora,ry," of a certain amount of territory.
At worst, since this sort of re'sponse.isk indistinguishabie froﬁ one having
ultimately offensive intenti‘:ons,: it could gasily provoke preemptive Soviet
escalation. Tbe configuration required by a conflict control(posture, in

contrast, would make foi‘ward defense against the lesser threat a practical

and credible option, while indiéatin‘g by its very offensive incapacity the
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limited nature of its objectives.

A conflict confrol strategy would bej}substanti'nlly more responsive
than cﬁrrent .doc'tri'ne‘, moreover, Afor its {mplementation is not dependent
upon an estimate of Soviet intentions; it .ré“qvuires us to treat any confrontation
as a mistake, .11'1 an explicit effort to minimize the engagément of national
prestige, and in that way to offer the othe?r side a publicly and politi;:.ally
acceptable excuse for cooperating in the f;eestablishment of the status - quo
é_rliig_. It is thus vei‘y different in characteﬁr from a traditional war-fighting
posture; in which tactical considerations %cend to Become paramount, stakes
rise, and hational pride 'b..ecorn'es linked to battlefield success. All three
processes invite increased commitment, and are therefore the p‘reciée in-
centives to éscalation which conﬂic‘t contr}ol seeks fo e.limina.te.' ,

Most i.na.portan_t, adopéion of such a doctrine would deflect the resurgent
.temptation to return to all-or-nothing réliance on nuclear deterrence -- 2
strategy manifestly ihadeqﬁate even whengfthe US enjoyed a \;ast nuclear
superiority, and which would be ﬁtterly ir;apotent under conditions of strategic
pa{rity. |

v

!
]
Il
j
!
1
}
I
]
|

By responding to a threat which is both definable and plausible, adoption

of a conflict control strategy would help 't%) reintegrate doctrine with require-

ment. By respondihg to a threat whose dynamic is understood, it would pro-

vide a coherent rationale currently absent from decisions on conventional

14
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force structure, deployments, and tactic.alvdoc_tx.'ine. Some of the»more_
important implicalions of a conflict control doctrine for these decisions descrve
mention.

| At the outset, it shoﬁld be unde rstéod that adoption of such a strategy
would no more uniq.uelly determine a particular level of conventional capability
than would retention of present docffine. The strength -- aggregate and
deployed - - of active forces is both éituational and variable; thus, for example,
although conventional déc.tri‘rle has not changed since the mid-1960's, active |
ground combat strength has varied from a high of 23 2/3 Army and Marine
divisions to the present low of 16. Such ﬁuctuation is both inevitable and
appropriate: inevitable, because capability responds to political and econdmic
as well as military pressures, and appropriate, because these pressures
themselves reflect dhanges in the extent of the threat to be countered.

Doctrine, on the other' hand, reflects the nature of the threat -- that is,
the contingencies ‘for which forces are maintained. It therefore determines
the way those forces will be employed in the event of commitment. And for
that reason it strongly influences the way they are organized, equipped,
and trained, and in a general way the manner of their deployment. It is in
‘respect to these areas that adoption of a conflict control doctrine would have
significant impact.
Firsf, such a doctrine will continue to require active ground forces

’capable of immediate commitment to battle. Whereas both deterrence and .

15
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general war reqqire’ments might be adeq"ua.tely- .satisfied by a sup_erior
mbbilization c.apab'il‘ity, conflict control muét rely on forces in being. The
_naturé of the threat with \x‘/hich it must contend -- low rcéponse time, short
du‘ration, and high risk -- forbids feliance} on the pre-Korea system of

regular cadres augmented by reserve infusions to which some have suggested
!

- u

For the same reason, adoption of such a doctrine implies maximum

we should revert,

‘deployment forward in areas where the risjk of inadvertent conflict is high.
| _
Europe is one of these, and this argument therefore strongly opposes the

unilateral withdrawal of combat units. No;j‘r would the same purpose be

served by emergency fly-back of US-basedj; units; in fact, such a procedure’

might be counterproductive, constituting the first escalation in a situation

whose successful resolution requires first/of all the stabilization of the con-
i .
" flict environnlent.zo ' - ;
On the othér hand, a conflict control% posture could cé'rtainly tolerate’
a leaner ground force structure than the plfj'esent one. Conflict control forces
are not inﬁended to fight a sustained conve:r?‘ltional war; that is.the 'fungtion of
a mobilization base; They are infended to‘ freeze a local engagement in‘volving
- another nuclear power, and that only for a, short péfiod, ‘ Siﬁce sustained -
combat is not intended, deployed forces cain and should be configured for
maximum initial combat effectiveneés (in éhe j'argon, a high tooth-to-tail

| : ( ,
ratio), retaining a residual capability for Sustained logistical support pri-

marily as a hedge against a subsequent decision to mobilize.
!
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Finally, sin(‘:e an inadvertent conflict might casily occur in an area
like Turkey where US forces are notdepbyed in strength, or as the resulf
of Sovie;t intervention in an area like thé Middle East -whe.ré.ncither power
is presentiy deployed, conflict céhtrol will require the retention of a
moderate quick-reaction capability. These forces, like those deployed
ab‘road, would be configured for the control missién;I they would not be
intended for reinforcementv (alth'ough. they could of course be used in that
role), and would not require dual-basing or prepositioned stocks. Self-
contained, and supported by organic airlift, they would add a necessary
element of flexibility to the proposed posture‘. At the samé time, simply
by existil.lg, they would possess a certain deterrent va.vlue.21

Adoption of a conflict control posture .would imply a number of changes
in hardware érocurement. ‘A.dd‘itional procurenient and deployment of heé}\’y_
armor, for example, should be curtaile'ci. " Armor's, unique value lies in its
ability to attack, exploit, and p'ui’s'ueVF-— missions which would Iar‘gely be
proscribed in an inadvertent conflict. The \-rery deployment of armor is a
sérong indicator that offensive action is contemplated. That is precisely the
impression we should try to avoid while there rerhains a possibilify of local
stabilization. Moreover, armor is an inordihaf'ely greedy conéumer of.

. expéndables - - fuel, lubricants, and spare parts -- and therefore promotes
the unfavorable cémbat-to-combét-suéport ratio which would need to be

reversed if a conflict control posture were adopted.

: 17
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‘Instead, a conflict control strategy would urge accelerated develop-

ment and procurement of weapons appropriate to forward position defense:

]

mines, barrier-producing conventional munitions, anti-tank weapons, high-
. i
penetration artillery projectiles, and local air defense capabilities.

i :
Successful conflict control will also be particularly dependent on the

availability of redundant, highly reliable c‘lornrnand—and-control systems.

At a minimum, such a ‘posture would argﬁé for the dévelopment and deploy-

ment down to the battalion level of a familit of very-long-range communica-

) 23
tions systemns.

Adoption of a cohflict control doctririle would help to resolve a number
of the internal organizational questions whiich currgntly plague military
decision-makers. Conflict control will plictce a considerable premium on
organizational stability, A condition of in;.dvertent superpower conflict
' wili be inhere‘ntlly unstable, and the potent:%Lal for serious misunderstanding

: , :! ° :
will be enormous. The situation will be f%r more sensitive to error in the
| i

. i | , .
execution of tactical assignments than would be true in a conventional war. !

4
)

Engaged units will be under intense pressxﬁxre; not merely from the usual
stress of battle, but froﬁ1 the close super\trisién ‘o-f anxious“political leaders.
Well-establisﬁed patterns of communicatici)n; .coordination, and control
within and among committed tacécal unitsb.willA aclcordiﬁgly be critical,

and theseA are assured only when close férﬂiliarity exisfs among cbmmitted :

unit commanders and between the latter ar;:;d their subordinates.

18 | :
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These considerations underscore the requirement to maintain de-
ployed and reaction forces at full strength. | They also reccommend strongly
the abandonment of currcnt '"tailoring' concepts in favor of the reconstitution
of stable, relatively self- sufficienf, and multi-capable brigade or regimental -

24 o -

combat teams. A good argument could also be made for reversion to the
regimental system abandoned by the US after World War 1T (but still retained

' 25 : ' ,
by the British army, among others). In addition to organizational and’
administrative advantages, such a change might have beneficial spinoff for
unit cohesion and morale -- both badly damaged by the personnel turbulence

26 '

of the Vietnam periods

Finally, adoption of a conflict control doctrine would enhance the
importance of several programs of administrative reform dlready initiated
by the military services: reductions in command overhead, lengthening of
assignments, and certification for unit command only of those best qualified.

Few of these recommendations are radical; some, indeed, are already
under consideration by military planners. Much more radical would be the
‘changes in tactical doctrine required for successful conflict control, especially i
in contrast with traditional tactical principles. One change difficult for the
military officer to accept will be the explicit requirement to remain on the
tactical defensive. The temptation to exploit a local 'weakness must be

avoided. In conflict control, unlike conventional warfare, strength must be

-pit’ced against strength. The objective, once again, is to freeze the tactical’
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situation as quickljr as possible -- to stabilize tﬁe confrontation at the
local level and thereby to prdvide an incentive for both sides to start talking
instead of shooting; Unless the othér side. is x;noré cooperative than we
have‘ any right to cxpec;;t,‘ this requirement is likély to produce relatively
high initial attrition among c'omrnitte.d units; such a condition caﬁ only‘ be
. 27

justified by the expectation that hostilities can be ended quickly.  Even so,
the explicitly no-win character of the engaéem'ent enhance;s the'importance
of reliance on volunteer regular forces. ‘

Just as maneuver will be restricted,j} so must the use of firepower.

This requirement reflects neither humanitarian concerns nor any particular

desire to avoid collateral damage (the lattér, in fact, might be helpful to

the'extent it impeded hostile moVe.ment).. }Instead, the problem is to avoid
transinitting unintentionally a signal implﬁn.g we have either changed our
objectives or despaired of achieving them évithout escalation. In the éxtrerr-.e
tension of a superpower confrontatidn, sucih an error would be'intolerablle..

A.t a minimurn, then, cbnflict control w'ould'j; require revision of current
‘targeting procedures according to which hostile comrriand-and-'confrol elements
are priority targets. It will be. as importaint that the other side be able to
control its units as for us to contrél our m%rn. More impor_tént, thevconcept
directly opposes the early employment of tactical nuclear weapons, and |

even argue$ for their physical removal fro‘,rn units assigned the control

mission -- not bccausé'they' might otherwise be used, but because the other
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side might fear they would, and react accordingly.

‘Such restrictions, even more ﬂlan that on maneuver, are likely to
‘encounter bitter opposition from American officers 1on§g va.u‘_éu'stomed to. A
the profligate use of firepower. More important, it will be objected that
‘they _wouid underrﬁine the very_bthreat of uncontrolled escalation which is
the principal deterrent to 'aggresbsion.- - If that were trﬁe _it would be a cruel
dilemma indeed, 'for. the requirement to deter' delibe.rate.aggression anst-
then be pitted diré;tly agaiﬁst the desire to limit the costs of accidental
conflict, |

But in fact, conflict control would not preclude eventual escalation,
‘nuclear or conventional. It would only delay it. Indeed, the 1ikeiihood of
cventual escalation in the eyént control fails is increased by the very inability
of a conflict control posture to contain a sustained attack., This inherent
.fragility' serves notice on tﬁe other side that it operates at the margin of
risk -- a margin defined by the 1ength of time the controi forces can maintain
the local staiemate. That period exceeaed, escalation is likely to Be in-
evitable, as a consequence of US actions or alliéd actions or both.

In short, conflict control under the best of circumstances will be a
difficult and risky business. This implies one final constraint -- perhaps
the most incompatible with traditional military practice: direct political
control of tactical operations must be expected. When an action having minor

tactical significance can unintentionally convey a message having dispro-

21
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portionaic and perhaps disastrous strategic consequences, political leaders

can be p‘ardoncd_ for insisting updn a degrce of control commensurate with
.tbeir- ulti‘mate liability. Tactical unit commanders at every echelon n.lu'st
according}y be prepared to tolerate unprecedented restriction&; on their local
initiative, even at .the cost of heavy casuz}l’gies and reduced combat effective-
ness. And precise execution of tactical %ssignments must be fank’ed with
the demonstration of 'persénal initiative 'a:‘s a measure of professional cbmpe—
tence.

All fhesé self-imposed limjta.tions -- on objectives, rmeans, and local
discretion -- reflect the pecularly politicél char.acter of an inadvertent con-
flict. Conflict control thu‘spﬁses a distinct challenge tob the American pro- ' v
fessional soldier, and its adoption will thé‘:refore require substantial re-
-education. It will also place a pfrnium oﬂ the identification and selection of
field commanders who possess both the séphistication neéded to understand

- the constraints upon them, and the leader%ship, ‘emotional stamina, and pro-

- fessional skill to operate effectively within them.

v
The doctrine proposed here has impiications trénscending the reconcili-
'ation of threat with capability. By halting;'the current trend toward pre.c‘ipi—
tate force reductioné, and b:y justifying foll'ward deployment in areas of maxi-
mum danger, conflict control would reéfﬁrmA thle commi_tfnent of the United
States to the defense 6f‘ its .allies'and to the céntinued d.e'v‘elopment of a stable

22
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international order. It would do so within the framewo rk of the Nixon
v -

Doctrine, seeking not to resolve all sources of interstate conflict, but tb

insure that limited conflicts rooted in local tensions do not become great

]
:
i
;
]

power confrontations risking glioballholocaﬁét. It offers an incentive to
| othgr great powers to exercise a similar restraint on fheir own commifments,
without claiming any universal right to judge t.heir behavior of'dufy t.o"reg.u-
late it, N
Conf].iét control is an expressly reactive. strategy. It reco.ﬁ'uuends a
force posture and tactical doctrine whose essential component is self- |
restraint. vIn Eu.rope, it seeks £o restructure the US commitment so that
NATO doctrine and NATO capabilities are brougﬁt once n‘wre into alignment.
At the same tirﬁe, it justifies a c:onﬁguration compatible with ﬁégotiated
force reductions; in fact, by helping to reduce the nuclear/conventional
as&mmetry betweén NATO' and the Wérsaw Pac.;t, it would enhance the> érospect
that MBFR will produce a'true balance of capabilities at lower cost without
forfeiting the interests of our NATO partners. | In Asia, conflict control
éuggests a careful recalculation of US inter‘ests and an effort to reduce the
ambig_uity which presently beclouds the extent of .the US commitment, _pai‘—
ticularly to Japan and Australia. It forswears any intent to imposec a Pax
Ame ricané in the Third World; at the same time, it asserts unmistakably
our com.mitment to similar non-interference by other great Ipov&}ers.
To the Congress, conflicf control would offer a moderate and regsonablc

justification for maintaining an effcctive ground combat capability -- a
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justification ﬁnorc pérsuasive than tired \x‘rarni.ngs of comfnmﬁét aggression,
and morc appropriate to the national interest than suggestions callviﬁg for
‘a-nctive l.nilitary involverﬁent in domestic SwOCiai problemé. Congressional
hqstility to oversea‘s qommitrnents stei’ns“ in large part from Congressiénal
irﬁpatience with the inconsistent and freqﬁently ﬂl-founded argmﬁents for
rﬁaintairﬁng them. Today, overfestimates of thé militai’y thfeat will oply
widen the credibility gap which characte r}izes the militar).r'-CongreS sional
relationship, further fedu‘cing both the ca{pgcity of legislato‘rs to make
reasoned polic&r judgrﬁents and that of the military to execute them.

Finally, by reciirec_ting a limited wér doctrine which has become
 associated with Arn'ericran intervention, conflict control is likely tofirid a |
receptive public audience. it has often b;acn #rguéd that Ame ricans.\x.rill never
accept a rﬁilitary posture which fails to g,:uaz:-ante:c rapid and complete mili-
tary success; some have interpfeted publligic d1s enchantrﬁ'ent with th_e V‘ietr.lam
eXpérience as eviden.ce of that sqrt of prcﬁ;pensity. But it ié equally likely '
that public unhappiness \\}ith past US behavior reflects a deepening awareness
of the limits-ofbnz;tional power, .and an in‘jcfeasing, desire to insure that the
nation's strength -- moral and material i- is not dis sipated in commitments
whose pr"ernise.s.hav‘e become suspect, a.Ij'.ld whose importance to American se-
curity isvobscvure. The threat of inadver?tent conflictAis ﬁot contrived, nor
does it assume an implacable East-West'hostility belied by cohtemporary
international events. Rather, it sirﬁply 1"Cf1e>cts"the danger, in an armed and

! ) . e v .
turbulent world, of the fraility of rational decision and the limits of govern-
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FOOTNOTES

1. Iam grateful to Professor Warner Schilling, of the Columbia Institute
of War and Peace Studies, and to Dr. Donald Brennan, of the Hudson
Institute, for their kind assistance in unraveling the strategic
complexities addressed in this paper. In addition, a number of people
took time from busy schedules to read and comment upon earlier drafts:
Colonels Lee Olvey and George Osborn, LTC William Taylor, Majors
Richard Beal, James Ellis, Richard Gallagher, Howard Graves, Darrl!
Henderson, John Landry, and Stanley Russell, and Captains Lloyd Brow:
and Wesley Clark, all of the Department of Social Sciences, United States
Military Academy; Dr. Jay Luvaas, of the Department of History, USMA;
LTC Frederic Brown, of the Office of the Vice Chief of Staff, Department
of the Army; and LTC Simon R. Sinnreich, US Army-Retired, formerly
on the General Staff, US Army Europe.

2. Many would argue, in fact, that the burden shifted long ago, hence the
- development of a flexible response strategy. Butl at least as late as
1962, the US could claim that overwhelming nuclear superiority con-
ferred a marginal advantage in a confrontation. In the wake of SALT I,
clearly, even that arguable advantage has evaporated.

3. Some observers approve this ambighity in view of the fluidity of the con-
temporary international environment. See, e.g., RobertJ. Pranger,
"Defense Implications of International Indeterminacy, '" Foreign Affairs

Public FPolicy Research, May 1972), p. 12ff. Pranger's argument is
convincing; but ambiguity ceases to be useful when it begins to cause
confusion of purpose. That is precisely the nature of the current mili-
tary problem. ' ’

4. See, e.g., Robert E. Osgood, "The Reappraisal of Limited War, "
’ Adeclphi Paper No. 54, "Problems of Modern Strategy' (London: Inter-
national Institute for Strategic Studies, Feb 1969), pp. 41-54.

5. TFor a good short treatment of this background, see William F. Kaufman,
The McNamara Strategy (New York: Harper & Row, -1964), Chapter 1.

6. Morton H. Halperin, Defense Strategies for the Seventies (Doston: Little,
Brown and Company, 1971), pp. 103-104. Alain C. Enthoven and K. Wayne
Smith offer a different view in How Much Is Enough? (New York: Ha rper
& Row, 1971), p. 215. Enthoven and b‘mimarguc: that NATO doctrine

never "worst-cased, ' but instead sought to justify an "intcrmediate level
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mental cqntrol. Both are conditions with which the American people
have become only too familiar.

A nation, it is said, géts the military e‘stablishrnent it deserves.
The United Stéteé 'V.Vill not be wcll-sc:rvc’c.i by an institutiion‘whose character
and behavior. ale shaped by fragmentarf adjustments having no rel‘ation'to
fundémental national objectivés. .The reconciliation of znilitafy planning
" with political purpose presents a difficu%'t con"cem‘porary‘-chall'enge, but one

far too vital to defer any longer.’
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of conventional capability.' Since planning assumed a three-month war,
however, it is clear something more provocative than a border incident
was anticipated. : o ' -

7. This argument would obviously benefit from a considerably more elaborate
analysis of Soviet and Chinese intentions than can be offered here. For a
brief discussion supporting this estimate, see Halperin, Op.Cit., pp. 54-
71. TFor an opposed view, see Uri Ra'Anan, 1" The Changing American-
Soviet Strategic Balance: Some Political Implications, " Subcommittee
on National Security and International Operations of the Committee on
Government Operations, United States Senate (Washington DC: us
Government Printing Office, 1972), p. 13.

»d

. The concept of inadvertent war is not new among strategic analysts.
Given perhaps its classic elaboration by Herman Kahn in Thinking About
the Unthinkable (New York: Horizon Press, 1962), pp. 40-30, it has
been at least addressed by numerous others, including Osgocd, Halperin,
and Kissinger. Doubtless these treatments influenced force posture
decisions to some extent; nonctheless, the threat of deliberate attack
appearvs to have dominated planning, presumably on the (arguable) grounds
that any defense posture adequate to contain the latter would also suffice
"in the event of inadvertent conflict. '

9. .John Newhouse, ""US Troops in Europe: Issues and Alternatives,' The

' Atlantic Community Quarterly, Vol. 9, No. 4 (Winter 1971 1972), pp.
470-473. Sce also John H. Hoagland, "Changing Patterns of Insurgency
and American Response,' Journal of International Affairs, Vol. XXV,
No. 1 (1971), p. 139.

10. Joseph Alsop, "Go Versus No-Go." The New York Times Sunday Magazine
(March 11, 1973), p. 31ff.

11. It might be objected that to call the Korean and Cuban conflicts inadvertent
stretches the meaning of the term, since in each case both the initiating
act and the subsequent US intervention followed considered political
decisions. The quality of inadvertence derives, however, not solely from
the origins of the conflict, but from the initiator's misestimate of the
consequences of his act. The North Korean invasion occurred only after
the US had apparently excluded South Korea from its defense perimeter.
The invasion thus represented, not a deliberate provocation of the UsS, but
a miscalculation of US interests stemming largely from our own ambiguity.
To the USSR, American intervention must have been as surprising as
unsought. ‘See, e.g., Morton H. Halperin, Limited War in the Nuclear Age
(New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1963), pp. 43-44; and Glen D.

Paige, The Korean Decision (New York: The Frec Press, ;19'68), ppe 65-6¢
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13.

14.

15.
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On the inadvertent quality of the Chinese intervention, see Allen S.
Wh1t1ng, China Crosses the Yalu (Stanford California: Stanford Univer-
sity Press, 1960), pp. 151-162 and 166 172. '

In the case of Cuba 1962, the US g‘lovcrmnent cannot be charged with
having been ambiguous; the USSR was several times warned unmistakably
that the US would not tolerate a Sov19t offensive capability in Cuba.
Nevertheless it is quite possible thatithe USSR foresaw no immediate
confrontation, hoping by secret 1nsta11at10n of the missiles to present
the US with a fait accompli at some later time, or at least to defer
detection until the conclusion of the 1962 election reduced Kexmedv 5 im-
centive to react. Once again, much ev1dence supports the view that the

"US announcement of discovery and quarant1ne came as a cons1derable

shock to the Soviets. See, e.g., Graham T. Allison, Essence of Dec131on
(Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1971), pp. 50-56; and Elie Abel,
The Missile Crisis (New York: Bantam Books, 1968), p. 110.

In each case, in short, US intervehtion was neither sought nor anti-
cipated, and when it nevertheless océurred, radically transformed the
situation from one of local commitment involving limited risk to one of

‘global confrontation risking nuclear war.

- R
Henry A. Kissinger, American Foreign Policy (New York: W. W, Norton

& Company, Inc., 1969), pp.. 53-58.

Some disagree with this appraisal. (bther explanations of Soviet Behavior
at SALT could certainly be advanccd,‘ but most appear to attribute to
Soviet decision-making a Mach:avelhan quahty which the writer i'lués
unpersuasive. : :

See, e.g., Hoagland, Op_' . Cit., pp. 1234-135; Thomas W. Wolfe, "The
Soviet Quest for More Globally Mobile Naval Power,' Rand Memorandum
RM-5554-RR (Dec 1967); and Norrnari Polmar, ''Soviet Naval Power, "
Strategy Paper No. 13 (New York: National Strategy Information Center,

‘Inc., 1972), pp. 33-43. Recent changes in Soviet military and po]‘itical

leadership may reinforce this argument. See The New York T1rncs
April 23, 1973, p. 1, and April 28, 1973 p. 1.

This function should not be confused wlth the "interposition' function

performed in the past by United Natidns peacekeeping forces. Both, it
is true, seek to halt a local confllct - but on different terms and under
vastly different cond1t1ons

3
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Uscd with dpologies to Lincoln P. Bloomficld and Amelia C. Leiss, who

employ the same term to desiy gnate a quite diffcrent enterprise.  See

their Controlling Small Wars (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1969). Here
the "litmus test" for US intervention is not supclpo\vcr advultawe, but
direct superpowecr involvement, ‘

This, despite much debate about relative NATO/Warsaw Pact conventional
capabilities. See, e.g., Enthoven and Smith, Op. Cit., pp. 117-136.
Enthoven and Smith argue that NATO can match the Pact conventionally,

but only after a variable period of mo bilization and reinforcement. In the
short term, they admit, tactical setbacks must be expected. Unfortunately,
a tactical setback for the US might mecan the loss of Nuremburg to the

West Germans -- whence the difficulty.

For an extremely lucid critique of the "polltlcal warnlng” assumption, see
LTC Warren A. Samouce, ''Political Warning and Military Planning, "
Military Review, Vol. LIII, No. 4 (April 1973), pp. 17-24.

Some disagree, arguing that NATO forces could be configured in a clearly
defensive posture. See, for example, Steven L. Canby, '""The Wastcful
Ways of NATO, " Survival, Vol. XV, No. 1 (Jan/Feb 1973), pp. 21-22.
This paper supports arguments for a defensive configuration; but there arc
upper limits on the size of this force nevertheless. Threat, after all,

is a function of perception, and thc Soviets are as likely to wor st case

as we.

Ibid.

For a more elaborate analysis of this issue, see Thomas C. Schelling,

- Arms and Influence (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1966), pp. 221-

227.

There is some logic to the argument that this function might best be
served by Marine units supported by fast carrier task forces, both pe-
culiarly suited by doctrine and capabilities for just such a mission.

Considerable work has already begun in some of these areas. TIor a
concise description, see Trevor Cliffe, '"Military Technology and the
European Balance,' Adelphi Paper No. 89 (London: The International
Institute for Strategic Studies, ‘August 1972), pp. 7-10.

On this point, see Henry T. Nash, "Information and Decision Making in
Limited War," Military Review, Vol. L, No. 2 (Feb 1970), pp. 81-83.

A similar idea has been advanced by Lord Gladwyn in "The Defense of
Western Europe,' Foreign Affairs, Vol. 51, No. 3 (April 1973), pp. 588-
597. ' :
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In fact, the British Army of the Rhine may be a good model for the
sort of structure required by a conflict control doctrine.

26. Spacc does not permit much elaboration of these recommendations, nor
detailed suggestion of the ways in which such a posturc might be con-
figured to insure smooth expansion in the event of a decision to maobil
for sustained conventional conflict. Several alternatives could be
suppos ud, ra{nging from periodic rotation of units from forward deploy-
ment to bome garrisons, to (morec reasonably) maintenance of redundant
command and staff elements for each rhajor unit, whose function would_
be to provide the superstructure of an iexpanded force upon mobilization
The point is, such changes are neither 1rnpra,ct1ca1, nor necessarily in-
cornpatible with curren‘t institutional ref:fornls. '

27. If they cannot, and thc inadvertent confhct becomes, fragically, a
general war, the sacrifice \wll have bu,cn vasted; but in that event, it
will represcnt only a small part of the total waste. The argument here
‘reflects what Warner Schilling has called the 'principle of least harm':
when in doubt, choose the course of action whose outcome will be least
disastrous if the premises supporting 11 turn out to be wrong.

28. Serra have cven suggcsied an arran"en‘xcnt with the Soviet [n’or
compaiitie [ield cemmunications sys lexns, and providing for re
factical-lzvel conunucications links inlcase of crisis. . The notion may

appear slightly heretical from a n'liflita.‘;ry point of view, but 1t‘= iogic

is siill pzrsuasive. - !
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